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CONFIDENTIAL 


DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

Security Committee 


20 December 1985 


Mr. David Major 
Director of Intelligence and 
Counterintelligence Programs 
National Security Council 
Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20506 

Dear Mr. Major: 


As you found at the Security Committee's seminar in November, an 
overwhelming majority of the SEC0M members believe it would be inappr opriate 


can 


to decide in advance that employment of the polygraph 
somehow exclude or reject information about unauthorized disclosures of 
classified information to anyone, including the news media. There is no doubt 
that the news media would criticize any program which might dry up some of 
their illicit sources. Nevertheless, even Daniel Schorr concedes the 
government's right to try to stop classified leaks by regulating its employees. 


You requested a statement of SECOM's views on this issue. Let's review 
the situation. The standard counterintelligence polygraph examination 
inevitably includes the question, "have you divulged classified information to 
an unauthorized person?" If the examinee gives a positive response, the 
examiner has no logical alternative to asking the identity of the illegal 
recipient of the classified information. Does the NSC Staff contemplate that 
if the subject identifies a member of the news media, the examiner must 
disregard the information? 


The fact is that in agencies now using polygraph the question on 
unauthorized disclosures is asked and positive responses are pursued to a 
logical conclusion. To do otherwise would mean retreating from a logical 
procedure to one which is self-defeating. 

This is not to say the government should publicize the new polygraph 
program as an anti-leak procedure. The position should be that government 
employees are expected to live up to their obligation to safeguard classified 
information from unauthorized disclosure. Those who violate this trust should 
be investigated to determine how, when and with whom they committed the 
violation. The fact is that disclosure to unauthorized persons is a federal 
crime. The occupation of the recipient of the information does not alter that 
fact. The fact is that the polygraph program does not touch the media in any 
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way. It Is confined to determining which government employees have willfully 
violated their secrecy agreements. The fact is that foreign spies read 
newspapers, and the publication of secrets includes revelation of those 
secrets for foreign governments. 

If the media believe that a crime is not a crime when the beneficiary is 
a media representative, let them try to make the case. It sells the American 
people short to believe they would swallow such a proposition. Almost all the 
members of SECOM believe the President can win this one fairly easily. All he 
has to do is uphold the law. Divulging classified information to unauthorized 
persons is illegal. The President has taken a strong position that leaks to 
the media by government employees are wrong. He is ill served by a procedure 
that absolves leakers in advance of responding to the only security procedure 
that is likely to expose their illegal activities. 

Nobody on the government payroll should be able to violate the law freely 
and with impunity. The "art form" of backgrounders, not-for-attribution 
statements, and anonymous government sources is not a creature of the media. 

It is a subterfuge created by persons on the government payroll who want to 
avoid the consequences of violating their responsibilities (and the law). The 
media would much prefer to identify their sources— it's bad journalism to omit 
such a basic fact as the source of a story. Naturally, given a choice between 
bad journalism and no story at all, the reporter will choose the former every 
time. 


The simple cure is for the President to require that all government 
officials speak on the record. The question is, does any administration. 
Republican or Democrat, consider breaches of the law an appropriate price for 
being able to send up anonymous trial balloons? 

This is an important issue. To sell out for political expediency fails 
to uphold the law and makes a mockery of the government's security program. 

The government must eventually decide whether it will meaningfully oppose 
unauthorized disclosures of classified information to the news media, or 
simply continue the hand-wringing, arm-waving and inaction which have become 
the standard response to leaks. There will never be a better time to act than 
now. 


Sincerely, 
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Chairman 
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SALT I Leaks vs. SALT II Lea 


' 1 


0 * 


LcAaS and techniques of leaks oc- 
currmj during the development of the 
SALT I and SALT II agreements are 
simitar in all respects. The Carter Ad- 
ministration and the Nixon Administra- < 
tion desired (o have their respective SALT ! 
agreements ratified by the US Senate: 
before the Presidential election. In an ’ 
cifort^to expedite the finalization of their 
S.NLl agreements, each Administration 
has been inclined to make concessions to • 
the Soviets. These concessions were often : 
not believed to be in the best interest of our 1 
national security by certain members of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee; hence, 
each side aired its feelings by “leaking*' 
highly classified data to the press to sway 
public opinion. 

Now that we are in the fourth quarter, so i 
to speak, of the Arms Race Superbowl. ; 
also more commonly known as the) 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks {SALT* 
II) agreements, we can expect a rash of 
leaks until the ftnai whistle blow*. Rest, 
assured that there will be one loser — the 
US public. . 

My knowledge of and interest in leaks 
stems from my experience in the Olflcr of 
the Secretary of Defense as Chief of the 
Investigation Division. Directorate for 
Inspection Services. This office in- ' 
vrsugated major criminal and security 
matters for the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and the Defense Intelligence Agency. From.: 
August 1963 until December : -'*72. while 
Chief Investigator. I handler 222 leak j 
cases. Even after I left the D.r~. (orate for: 
Inspection Services in Decern --r 1972 for 
the position of Inspector Gr.-eral of the. 
r.ewly lormed Defense Invoc-rative Ser- : 
vice (until my retirement in 1975). I 
^as recailed !o handle certam sensitive 
leak cases. 

Why SALT Leaks 

We. have SALT leaks because we have 
two principal US groups involved with i 
different objectives. We have the present 
Administration I shall call the “Vote 
C. tiers and we have the Semite Armed i 
Services Committee which has :h« reipon- : 
stbility to insure that any SALT treaty 

signed provides adequate national purity. . 
This group I shall call the “Protectors.** j 
There are two other minor groups who play ‘ 
a lesser role out cannot be ignored. They 
are the liberal Senators whom I shall call j 
tnc Detractors. “ They aren’t exactly sure I 
-hat thev want, hut to me it doesn't aocear 
tna: me strongest form of nati.- < il security! 
i> their quest, and finally w e have the: 
“Extonionisis.** a group of Senators who 
arc more concerned with their personal 
interests than they are with our national 
security interests. Accordingly, the V 0 iei 
Getters are sometimes pressured into! 
buying their vote to insure ratification of! 
the treaty. However, as far as SALT leaks, 
ire concerned, the Detractors and the' 
extortionists have shown little need to 
engage in leaks. . 


by W.. Donald Stewart J 

Top Secrets Become 
Weather Bulletins 

Probably the first open sword rattling 
between the Vote Getters and the Protec- 
tors in the SALT II debate appeared in the: 
press on November 30. 1978. when Senatorl 
Henry Jackson (D-W.A). voiced his dis-j 
contentment with the developing SALT II 
agreements. Things may have gone 
somewhat smoother except for the fact we 
lost a vital intelligence capability-in Iran. 
As a result we no longer have the ability to' 
closely monitor Soviet adherence to any 
.SALT agreement. 

Accordingly, the April 4. 1979 issue of ’ 
the \’ew York Times evidenced the first i 
act of desperation on part of the Vote ‘ 
Getters. It came in the form of a leak of 
lughly Classified data to the effect that the , 
US would be able to monitor Soviet 
adherence to SALT II agreements throuah 
the use of a modified version of the U~-2 
aircraft. the type Gary Powers flew over the : 
USSR lor CIA until he was shot down in 
1954. Senator Jake Garn (R-UT) was i 
incensed over this leak and charged in the ' 
letter-to-the-editor column of the 
' Washington Post on April II that the 
leaked data was made available to the 
public to create a misimpression of our 
monitoring capability. (See May 1979 
AFJ.) It was obvious that the Protectors 
were not responsible for the leak.; 
because it served them no purpose. More* 1 
over, that particular area was not the chief : 
concern ot the Detractors. t 

In the typical fourth quarter fashion of’ 
the Arms Race Superbow!. we could 
expect and did receive a counter-leak, 
obviously this time by one of the Protec- 
tory The leak appeared in the ,\>w York 
Times issue of April !7. to which hio- 
shooting press secretary Jodv Powell 
quickiy and heatedly responded in so many ; 
words that Senator Garn was responsible. ■ 
The Senator denied the accusation, and i 
Jody Powell later backed off his charge, j 
Let’s look as the new leak. It disclosed ! 
that CIA Director StansHeld Turner 
briefed a Senate committee on our Iran* 
intelligence capability loss and stated it : 
would beat least five years before we could i 
attain a comparable capability to monitor i 
Soviet adherence 'to the SALT III 
agreements. Secretary. of Defense Hnroid : 
Brown instantly countered in a Vote Getter : 

' rescue effort that we would bcable to retain 
-^our former capability in a year. 

The bottom line is that once again the 
public is the loser. Now the Soviets know j 
how badly we’ve been hurt by our Iranian * 
intelligence capability loss, and they also 
know of the U-2 as our second rate 
alternative. Top secret information was 
given out like a public weathYrTuUcnrv, 

SALT I Itaks’ took' a slightly 'different 
pattern than SALT II leaks. That is. y 
there were continuous leaks from ivoe- 


1972. each time there was to be a SALT I 
discussion. At the expense of National 
Security, the Vote Getters made their Top 
secret point and the Protectors made theii 
. T °P Jecret PO^t. On one of the more 
explosive leaks in 1969. I had occasion to 
interview Paul N'ltre. then our chief SALT 
I negotiator. His comment was. “I consider 
t-e disclosure to be a deliberate leak of 
information by well-informed sources who 
indulged m a very dangerous practice for 
t..e purpose of placing the Soviet m ; JS i le 
warfare capability before the US public." 
- . [ unhir advised that the figures diclosed 
in the news story w-re very accurate and 
hignly ciassmed. 

Beecher’s 22 Investigations 
Probably the greatest SALT leak of all 
times appeared in a A>w York Times 
article by Wij|ja m Beecher on Juiv T3 
I97J; it was entitled “US Asks Soviets “to i 
Join in Missile .Moratorium." The article i 
appeared one day before a scheduled 
5 A LT I meeting on J uly 24 with the Soviet* i 
in Helsinki. Finland. President Nixon was I 
absolutely livid, as the article exposed our ' 
fall-back position to the Soviets. Let me 
say bluntly that all hell broke loose I was I 
csHed at home on Saturday moraine to 
begin an investigation. I had my f.rst ! 
meeting wrth the newly appointed White • 
House plumber" chiefs. E S U Krogh and | 
Davuj Young. The FBI was also called- I 
however, since I had developed Ihe prime • 
suspect. Dr. William VanCleave, Paul ! 

* lo .P aidc - 1 morc or less carried the I 
ball President Nixons blind anger toward I 
VanCleave (whom we later proved inno- | 
cent) was displayed on the now released I 
White House tapes. But VanCleave en- ! 
joyed the same reckless public hip shooting I 
from the Nixon Vote Getters thai Senator 
Garn recently did from Jody Powell ■ 
VanCleave became a suspect because two I 
days before the Beecher article appeared ; 
Beecher visited VanCleave. Also.’ i 
V anCleave. like 10 many top government j 
aides, could not be bothered with security i 
regulations such as "do not reproduce the : 
original," a statement which appeared on a ! 
highly sensitive document in his possession 
and which he nevertheless', chose to « 
reproduce. 


Although vindicated of the major crime. ; 
he was censured for security violations 
uncovered during the investigation. The * 
investigation was probably onc'of the most 
intensive ever undertaken. Beecher’s path 
for instance, was retraced .n a minute-to- . 
minute basis. His pasi modus operand! was 
well known to us, and it was of help His 
travels led him to Senator Heocv “Scoop" 
•Jackson’s office. The Senator had been 
bnefed earlier in the week by State 
Department aides. Naturally, the obvious 
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ncAi step was to interview Senator 
Jackson This required White House 
approval, but it was never obtained. 

The last and final SALT I leak that J : 
investigated appeared in the ,\Vw York 
Kmes oti March 21. 1973-anoihcr article 
by Wiliam Beecher, this one entitled “US 
Says Soviets Improve ICBMs." Although 
the SALT 1 treaty had been signed, this j 
teak was made to snow the public w C j 
lagged the Soviets in arms and to develop-! 
support for the Nixon Vote Getters in their ' 
efions for a larger supplemental ap- 
propriation. Actually, neither Defense j 
Secretary Melvin Laird nor his successors I 
knew the Vote Getters were handing out ! 
these leaks, because to give the leak 
more credibility the Vote Getters would 
raise a storm — and I'd be hurriedly caiied 
to investigate again. The most interesting 
thir.g about this last leak was that it i 
sudden!) occurred to me that on every : 
major leak we had on SALT I. William I 
3eecher u as the rcpor.er with all the hard j 
• acts. (Other prominent reporters had j 
stories, but as I explained to one later, he I 
*na the others just h 2 d “crumbs." That j 
reporter demanded to know how I could ' 
state that. I said, “Very simply, if you had 
'he hard facts, we would have opened a ; 
cave on your article." Only then did he ; 
'caliie that he had been pan of the Nixoo 1 
v ote Getters' smoke screen.) I 

In my final repon. I showed how I j 
arrived at the fact that the Nixon Vote; 
Getters were responsible for several con-' 
l rived leaks. ^ : 

Being the “favorite son" reporter was not~ 
all bad for William Beecher in April 1973,' 
jest one month after the above leak and 
six months after SALT I ratification, he! 
was appointed Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Public Affairs. Subsequent-- 
ly. he became the Acting Assistant I 
Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs,: 
complete with the car and chauffeur which ' 
then went with that position. 


Now the Soviets know how 
badly we’ve been hurt by our 
Iranian intelligence capability 
loss, and they also know of the 
U-2 as our second rate 
alternative. 


Beecher left the Pentagon in May of 1975 
and on June 1st he joined the Boston 
Globt. On July 31. Beecher printed, 
another big leak: "US Believes Israel Has 
More Than 10 Nuclear Weapons."' 
Although I had already retired, f wa.ccalled ■ 
at home by a high Pentagon official and : 
asked where I thought Beecher got his 
story. I laughed and recall saying. “Where! 
else? You left the fox in the hen house." 

The fact that my office had run 22 leak 
investigations of William Beecher's articles 
certainly had no bearing on his Pentagon 
appointment. Therefore, the question 


naturally arises: after all the SALT II 
. leaks are tabulated, which prominent 
news reporter will be as lucky as William 
Beecher? 

Can Leak Cases Be Solved? 
Contrary to popular misconception j 
leak cases can be solved. Unfortunately. | 
as far as national security interests arc I 
concerned, the cure most often is worse j 
than the illness. By that J mean: in an effort ' 
to put the guilty party in jail. u e must 
declassify the classified d 2 ta involved in . 
order to go to trial. In doing so. foreign 
enemy intelligence becomes privy :o our 
secrets— that we cannot afford as a rule, 
and thus must forego prosecution. 

Prosecution is not the oniv form of 
punitive action. During m> tenure. i\e j 
seen three fi 2 g officers punished— one was : 
transferred, one was requeued to retire. ! 
and one had his career advancement 
terminated. A civilian was reduced from I 
GS-IS to GS-15. and others in the ci. itian j 
ranks and miliury were administratively < 
disciplined. The most effective tool for : 
Schedule ”C* appointees (political ap- ; 
pomtecs) was to neutralize them — 
excluding them from receiving sensitive 
documents arid from high level con- 
ferences. One former high level civilian 

employee seeing as a consultant lost his \ 
security clearances. Our best security ? 
contributions frequently came from our ! 
investigative by-products — such as 
developing “holes" in our own security 
operations. 7 

, Prosecution Problems , 

Prosecution was not always thwarted by ' 
so-callfy “jirey mail." documents in ques-i 
non wh.c-, couldn't be declassified. Politics ‘ 
on pan President Nixon. Senate Armed 
Services- Lommittee chairmen Sen: John 
Stenm* tD-MI). and Justice Department: 
official* ,<,ie j n 1971 and early 1972 and! 
later in 1974 obstructed the possible! 
successful prosecution of Yeoman Charles 
L RadJord jn. Rcar Adm Roberl j 
Welander and Admiral Thomas Moorez ? 
then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ! 

Radford admitted stealing hiqhlvj 
. classified documents from the briefcases of - 1 
'Ur Henry Kissinger, then head of thei 
National Security Council, and from ! 
General Alexander Haig, then a President 
tial aide. Admirals Welander and Moorer- 
admitted receiving those documents. But 
President Nixon couldn't stand the public : 
embarrassment. Sen. Stennis dedicated, 
nimse.f to protecting the military establish- ■ 
mem during his 1974 hearings on this 
matter-known as the Pentagon Spy Case. 

The Justice Department performed in its! 
typically lethargic manner. No action was. 
ever taken against anyone involved : 
Earlier in 1970. the Justice Department 
,'taileu to take action against an Air Force 
•captain who distributed to the press a . 
secret-sensitive memo on our ABM (Anti- ; 
Ballistic Missile) position, prepared by ' 
then Secretary- of Defense Melvin Laird 
The case was turned ov cr to Justice, which 
accepted u but later allowed Secretary 
U.rd to withdraw it. Laird informed 
Jusiicc he had made a deal with Tom 
W.cker of the .Vew York Times that if 


Wickrr returned his copy of the memo in 
question, no prosecutive action would be 
taken. Wicker returned the memo, and 
through it wc (rapped the suspected Air 
Force captain. Later. Wicker denied in a 
memo to Justice that he had ever made I 
such a deal. I received the above data ur.derj 
the Freedom of Information Act. Per- 1 
socially. 1 believe Wicker. He couldn’t have ? 
known that w e could use the memo to Iran I 
the suspect. No action against the suspect! 
was taken. ! 

Another case from which Justice ran was 
wnen was presented with evidence ,!, a r 
cUci Richardson, while Under Secretary; 
of State, has caused top secret data to be! 
k a ^.en :o Darnel Eliiberg of Per.taucn! 
•zpers fame. That data subsequently! 
turned up «r. a newspaper story M 2rch 0 > 

Tr, c long and short of leak prosecution; 
is that you can only bt prosecuted if vou 
meet .he two following criteria: 

(1) K'u cannot be an important person 

and ' 1 

(2) You cannot know an imnenam 
pcrSOn ‘** H 


Approved For Release 2009/09/15 : CIA-RDP87M00539R0031 0505001 0-4 



*‘ : AR5^EE r ?X?lt9I^ eleas ^ 2009/09/15 : CIA-RDP87M00539R0031 0505001 0-4 

tr-ss THE ATLANTA JOURNAL - CONSTITUTION 

L978 


ON PAG E / 5~ C 



AGENCIES ro OfCMSS/fy DATA 

U.S. Security Leaks 








EpnVRJlNOTR A Senate Intelligence subcommittee 
says it can find no way within the ConsUtntioo to punish 
federal employee* who "leak" classified information orinteh 
hgence secret s. W. Donald Stewart, an. FBI agent for 14 i. 
years, was espionage supervisor for nine years and later the 
Pentagon's chief investigator of leaks (such as the Pentagon 
papers). He believes the job be donate . ) • .. • ;■ . • 

By w; DONALD STEWART 

• Wrlttt* for Pn-w lstfvm»f(« M j ..... ft . .. 

WASHINGTON — We caught red handed leaiert and 

nf"ri TS?* 7 but many were ,et otf scot-ire* because 
of Catch 9* in existing procedures. 

_ * ** **• ^ of 11 questions the Justice Depart- 

“ °* agencies which have had security leaks before 

^m-irntigatio. leading toward proseoitioa can be 

L Th e fniestion involves the ability of the agency to declas- ■ 

m ^ **7*“*°* to the leak * U it is unable to declav 
t.- sify, Justice routinely refuses to investigate. t # : 

practice shows that the whole process is 
030 agency is usually (reluctant to 
A?*; ^e^atenal m question, Justice is more than glad 

tbe g culnriH Vo aDd th \*J l “ n0t ***«“* for mc,re worfcSo 
the cu^pnts go> unpmushed -- and often go on to promotions. 

. . Leaks to The media and leaks by members of Congress 

have always frustrated prosecution because the Justice De- 

BSPa-iT-J show , the daU provided was transmitted 
with the intent or with reason to believe that it will be used 

at lMM SUte - advantng* Si 

-?„• Here-, is where the law- might be cbanved* 

' e h akk * maUrial must be aware that enemy ageatxwUt 
vS ^ “fomabon from newspapers, magazine or tel*. 

reiativo to ptis. Irela^dd be 
solved by. more expert and aggressive lovestigatioir of the 

wTS?* 3 ** 0 -" 3 shooW ** Allowed through to the end 
m^ia^^!!ilf^ dSkrea,n 0r ev ® B ***** started. If an im- 
»k PrWe ? lh . 0 ? •*** Dot ** €x P«ted because of the na- 
ture of the ma ten al i involved, often it is sufficient to identify 

fJom whaf rC5P ? n5lb V 0r thC lcak and remov ® **»t person 
hC ° r Shc ba3 accew i0 • ^"itrve admtotra- 
Pf ac . bon P<** problems, but most certainly some 
form of corrective action could be taken. - 

■ 3 h f, s “ bcoro ® ittw h33 'ailed to bite the ballet in recog- 
o lln ? th h t roemb * r! 1 of congress and their staffs are quite 
often the source of the most disastrous leaks to the- press. 

tWhPfV? , Har *-. rM:o,a . looted a 1371 CM study whichri- 
fleets that less than 5 percent of leaks have beafattributri 
tObumben of Congress. I don’t know how the CM got that 

... f Dt ev * n iI members of Congress leaked only 1 percent 
that 1 percent rensbtnted the most devastating dtecloWo? 

wAt PaSt < ra adt , 0Uler “"Pesswal leaks do more to 
weaken confidence to members of Congress than barm toon? 
defenses such as the leaks from the old Hons# Intelligence 
Committee and the Howe Assassinations Committee. | * - j 

f c ^ as * ed Justice Department to ask 

the FBI to investigate congressional leaks? ' 


The Justice Department itself is prone to leaks. Has Jus. 

tlCC FBl , t0 invcsti S ate io-hoose leaks? Never 

; Catch 9 is not as formidable an obstacle as reported a 
. .the subcommittee hearings. "reported a 

be pursued “inMfiately because o 
•- the.damage declassification would cause, the case can alwavi 
^puton the back burner^ Then perhaps a jear ortwola ier 

m con ” n5ed da taican be safely deefassified. Justia 
could pursue the case. This is never done now. ^ r ** 

v ." esent practice is ;to: allow the ageecy to denMi 
whether the data can be declassified. This could be better 
done by a body like too National Security Council which 
a total overview of our intelligence posture. 

. ■.“£* **« suggested that classified material ^>uld 

be studied by a judge in private to decid# whether prosecu- 
tion could go forward without security dama*^ P ” 

i_- : $ 

We are inviting leaks because of Jar sowning of the 

people with access to secrets. 8 or tM 

• Th * pi ^ does not have ac< ^3 but reporters are often 
given off the record "backgrounders" based on classified 
mfoi^tion and sometimes arc shown Top Secret maUrial 
“? a v** adrm ral compromised onr-10-vear lead 
over the Soviets in anU-submarine warfare techniques by giv- 
ing a backgrounder without stipulating it was off the record. 
Fourteen newspapers ran the story. recore 

AU members of Congress are awarded Tbp Secret dear- 

ance automatically. Personal weaknesses andSSuc 
overlooked which would cause a pereon in a ^Sriment dZ 

ESMSdSV 1 a p-^-uri.yS'sr^ 

Nagon al Agency Checks of enlfated 

gow^jacgjaffija racucauf-Wnn S ^iM Syv a 
-togdOffijau m^ro that ozmarbirtfisSr^r ^Ik 

_ reared documentation -caa bo bhrireted- 

listed fictitiously 10 times during a 13-mooth period betwe< 

m e^SKSSiSS 

: hf°h°-1vu b ^^ e3 ' SDbsf ^ Utat int «lTiews olft htar reveals 
be had done this over a lOyear period and bilked the U 1 
government out of ? 600,000. A check "aTjangerarinl 
^ him at any stage. . 

- — fingerprints of enlistees are nc 
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agency. 

The polygraph or lie detector, operated by qualified ex- 
perts under strict controls to avoid invasion of privacy, could 
be well used in all screening processes. 

What I would propose is simply taking in hand the per4 
: sonal security questionnaire, which all persons requiring a 
clearance must execute, and review one by one each question 
a PP^ can Jv" Is your name John Jones? Were you bom 
Apnl 10, 1928 at New York? Have you ever been arrested?’' 

This is not an invasion of privacy since we are only re- 
peating what the applicant has written and asking if it is 
true. • 


The security problem is not insoluable* Greater care can 
be exercised in the screening process. 

And there are ways of punishing those leakers who cause 
real damage - or at least insure that they are isolated in the 
future from security matters. 
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